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Advisory 

1 . As per claim 1 and 9, Applicant asserts (a) nothing in Koike teaches or suggests the 
Terminal Device and the Privacy Data Administrator are a "complete set of the receiver" 
(Remarks: Page 6 / 2"^ Para / Line 6-8) (b) This privacy data administrator 
administrating data including privacy of the user (not the receiver) (Remarks: Page 6/1®' 
Para / Line 4-5) and (c) Koike does not teach that the privacy policy identifying the 
usage data sought to be harvested and an intended use for the usage data is provided 
to the receiver or terminal, but is administered by a device between the server and 
receiver (Remarks: Page 5 / 4* Para / Line 7-10). Examiner respectfully disagrees 
with the following rationale. 

• Regarding (a). Applicant's argument has no merit since the alleged limitation has 
not been recited into the claim. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). This is because the 
claim limitation "at the receiver selecting from the store the usage data identified in the 
privacy policy", as recited in the claim, does not particularly point-out the usage data is 
the receiver's usage data and instead, merely recites "the usage data identified in the 
privacy policy". On this regard, Koike teaches provide / transmit the privacy usage data 
of the user to the server upon the successful comparison between the privacy policy of 
the server and the privacy preference of the user (Koike: Para [0021] Line 7-10, Para 
[0032] Line 3 - 4 and Para [0036]). 

• Regarding (b) and (c), likewise, the claim language does not particularly recite 
the receiver must be the receiver of the end terminal device and Koike teaches a first 
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unit of tlie privacy data administrator acquiring a privacy policy from tlie server and 
transmit ttie privacy usage data of ttie user to ttie server upon ttie successful 
comparison between the privacy policy of the server and the privacy preference of the 
user (Koike: Para [0036], Para [0021] Line 7 - 10 and Para [0032] Line 3 - 4). 
• Furthermore, as a reminder to Applicant, there is another 35 USC §102 rejection with 
prior-art reference, namely, Nilsson et al. (U.S. Patent 2003/0041 100) as set forth in the 
section of 102(e) Rejection of the Final Office action (submitted on 12/16/2008: Page 6 - 
8) indicates that Nilsson teaches "if the user or user agent accepts the origin servers 
privacy policy, the CPI may be transmitted to the origin server (Nilsson: Para [0015] Line 
6-8: Examiner note the user receives and accepts the origin servers privacy policy) 
and only minimal privacy information is provided to the origin server about a user 
(Nilsson: Para [0014] Last sentence: minimal privacy information meets the "usage data" 
in the claim) and as such Applicant's arguments are respectfully traversed. 



